
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-1 March 2015 

COMMUNITY GROUP COMMENTS (CG) 

CG1

 

CG1 Continued 

 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

5 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-2 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-3 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-4 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-5 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-6 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-7 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-8 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-9 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-10 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-11 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-12 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-13 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-14 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-15 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-16 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-17 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-18 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-19 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-20 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-21 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-22 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-23 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-24 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-25 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-26 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-27 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-28 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-29 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-30 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-31 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-32 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-33 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-34 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-35 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-36 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-37 March 2015 

CG1 Continued 

 

CG1 Continued 

 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-38 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG2 

 

CG2 Continued 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-39 March 2015 

CG2 Continued 

 

CG2 Continued 

 

9 

10 

10 

11 

12 

13 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-40 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG2 Continued 

 

CG3 

 

1 

2 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-41 March 2015 

CG3 Continued 

 

CG3 Continued 

 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-42 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG4 

 

CG4 Continued 

 

1 

2 

3 

3 

4 

5 

6 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-43 March 2015 

CG5 

 

CG6 

 

1 

2 

3 1 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-44 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG6 Continued 

 

CG6 Continued 

 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

7 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-45 March 2015 

CG6 Continued 

 

CG6 Continued 

 

8 

9 

10 

11 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-46 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CG6 Continued 

 

CG6 Continued 

 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

15 

16 

17 

18 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  R1-CG-47 March 2015 

CG6 Continued 

 

CG6 Continued 

 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 



 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
APPENDIX R1  DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

March 2015 R1-CG-48 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY GROUP COMMENTS (CG) 

Response to Comment Letter CG1 

Comment CG1-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the College Park East Neighborhood Association for participating in 
the environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. The Association’s comments were 
considered during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. 
The College Park East Neighborhood Association will be notified when the Final EIR/EIS is 
available for review. 

Comment CG1-2 

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall. 
Alternative 2 would result in up to a 10-ft encroachment into Almond Avenue, and Alternative 3 
would result in up to a 3-ft encroachment into Almond Avenue. These alternatives would likely 
include parking restrictions along Almond Avenue to maintain City standards for street width. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  

There would be no substantial increase in noise or air pollution along Almond Avenue. 
Additionally, Caltrans was unable to find any literature, studies, or evidence that property values 
decrease because of freeway widening projects. Please see Common Response – Almond 
Avenue Soundwall. 

Comment CG1-3 

Please see Common Response – Relocation of Gas Lines. 

Comment CG1-4 

Please see Common Response – Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los 
Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach. 

Comment CG1-5 

The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that none of the build alternatives will fully solve congestion 
on I-405; however, all of the proposed build alternatives provide additional capacity on the 
freeway and are shown to reduce delay (see Draft EIR/EIS, Table 3.1.6-8) and travel times 
through the corridor (see Draft EIR/EIS, Table 3.1.6-7). Alternative 3 does have a tolling 
component, but it also provides an additional GP lane. The tolling component is designed to 
increase vehicle throughput in the corridor (see Draft EIR/EIS, Table 3.1.6-14) by limiting 
congestion in the Express Lanes. The experience on the SR-91 Express Lanes and on tolled HOT 
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and Express Lanes in other parts of southern California and around the nation indicates that the 
lanes will be used.  

With respect to the occupancy requirement for the HOV lanes Item 4, please see Common 
Response – Opposition to Tolling.  

Response to Comment Letter CG2 

Comment CG2-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Friends of Harbors, Beaches, and Parks for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. Your comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be 
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Comment CG2-2 

Please see Common Response – Measure M Funding. 

Comment CG2-3 

With respect to the need to change the occupancy requirement from two to three persons per 
vehicle, please see Common Response – Opposition to Tolling.  

Please see Common Response – Measure M Funding. 

Comment CG2-4 

Consideration of BRT and LRT in the I-405 corridor is included in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 
2.2.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration. Please see Common 
Response – Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives.  

Comment CG2-5 

The proposed project is a transportation project. The project is not a trip generator; rather the 
project accommodates existing and forecasted increases in trips within the corridor. As shown in 
Tables 4-14 and 4-15 of the EIR/EIS, even with the increase in VMT associated with the 
additional vehicles utilizing the corridor, all of the proposed alternatives result in a reduction in 
GHG emissions compared to the No Build Alternative. It should be noted that the reported 
reductions shown in Tables 4-14 and 4-15 were developed using EMFAC2011 and, unlike 
criteria pollutants, EMFAC2011 does not make assumptions that technological enhancement in 
engine technology would result in reduced GHG emissions in the future; however, the model 
does result in fewer GHG emissions under higher speeds. 
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Alternatives M3, M9, M10, M11, M12, and M13 (see Section 2.2.7 and Figure 2-8), evaluated as 
part of the I-405 MIS completed in February 2006 included project components similar to what 
you are recommending within your comment. These alternatives were not considered viable 
alternatives for further consideration because they do not fulfill the project purpose and are 
substantially more expensive than the Preferred Alternative (see discussion of Alternatives M3, 
M9, M10, M11, M12, and M13 in Section 2.7). Please also see Common Response – Elimination 
of LRT and BRT Alternatives.  

Comment CG2-6 

The Draft EIR/EIS provides factual information on all of the alternatives, including the forecast 
usage and toll revenue of the Express Lane in Alternative 3. The Draft EIR/EIS considers climate 
impacts in Section 4.2.7. None of the proposed build alternatives provides excess freeway 
capacity based on Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13. Under all of the build 
alternatives, including Alternative 3, users in both the Express Lanes and the GP lanes enjoy 
reduced travel time compared to the No Build Alternative (see Draft EIR/EIS, Table 3.1.6-7). 
The Draft EIR/EIS states one of the purposes of the project to be “Reduce congestion….” None 
of the build alternatives is expected to eliminate congestion in the I-405 corridor.  

Comment CG2-7 

With respect to the change proposed to the occupancy requirement in Alternative 3, see Common 
Response – Opposition to Tolling. Analysis of operations of the intermediate access points is 
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 3.1.6-98 and does show some deterioration of speed in 
the Number 2 Express Lane at the Magnolia Street/Warner Avenue intermediate access location 
but no speed deterioration at the other two intermediate access locations.  

Comment CG2-8 

Neither OCTA nor Caltrans has plans to convert existing HOV lanes to HOT lanes elsewhere on 
the freeways in Orange County. Compared to the No Build Alternative, all of the build 
alternatives would improve travel times in the corridor (see Draft EIR/EIS, Table 3.1.6-7) in all 
lanes to varying degrees. The GHG topic is covered in Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
starting on page 4-50. Tables 4-8 and 4-9 show that GHGs are lower under any of the build 
alternatives than under the No Build Alternative.  

Comment CG2-9 

Many TSM/TDM elements are included in each of the build alternatives, although park-and-ride 
facilities are not among them. OCTA provides a planning process to identify potential 
TSM/TDM improvements on a countywide basis and is anticipated to provide consideration for 
them as part of that process. Transit vehicles, vanpools, and carpools will be eligible to use the 
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HOV and/or Express Lanes included in the build alternatives. The GHG topic is covered in 
Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS starting on page 4-50. Tables 4-8 and 4-9 show that GHGs are 
lower under any of the build alternatives than under the No Build Alternative. 

Comment CG2-10 

Environmental justice is covered in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.1.4.3. No protected 
populations were found to be disproportionately adversely affected by any of the proposed build 
alternatives. It should be noted that the referenced projects in Los Angeles have environmental 
justice populations. 

The referenced similar toll lane projects in Los Angeles are operating as Demonstration Projects 
with federal grant money and are not obligated to generate revenues to repay bonds. It is 
anticipated that the I-405 Improvement Project will incur obligations for bond repayment, and 
pricing will be determined at the time of funding; therefore, the project does not include 
concessions or subsidy programs for low-income individuals for use of the tolled Express Lane 
Facility.  

Comment CG2-11 

Updates for the OCTA Pacific Electric ROW project can be found at 
http://www.octa.net/perow.aspx. Please also see Common Responses – Measure M Funding and 
Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives.  

Comment CG2-12 

Please see Response to Comment CG2-5.  

Comment CG2-13 

The proposed build alternatives would have no impact on the Environmental Mitigation 
Program. No Renewed Measure M funds will be spent on the Express Lane component of 
Alternative 3, and excess toll revenues would not accrue to the Renewed Measure M Program. 
Excess toll revenues (i.e., net revenues after all operating, maintenance, capital, debt service, and 
other expenditures) from the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 would be available for OCTA to 
expend on transportation improvements in the I-405 corridor, including freeway, local street, 
transit, TSM/TDM, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and services consistent with the provisions 
of the California Streets and Highways Code Section 143 (j)(1). If Alternative 3 becomes the 
Preferred Alternative, the OCTA Board would adopt a policy regarding the use of net revenues. 
Please see Response to Comment CG2-5 and Common Response – Measure M Funding. 

http://www.octa.net/perow.aspx
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Response to Comment Letter CG3 

Comment CG3-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Mesa North Community Association for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. Your comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. Your letter 
was received during the circulation period (May 18 to July 17, 2012) despite its date of January 
20, 2011. You will be notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS 
is available for review. Please see Common Response – Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Comment CG3-2 

A potential direct connector between the proposed Express Lanes in Alternative 3 and SR-73 has 
been included in Alternative 3 since the scoping meetings. The materials presented at the 
October 2009 scoping meetings included a display board that included the following: 

Alternative 3 

• Consider improvements at Harbor Boulevard and Fairview Road interchanges 
• I-405/SR-73 Express Lane Connection Options 

1. No direct connector 
2. Direct connector over Fairview Road 
3. Direct connector under Fairview Road 

Comment CG3-3 

The potential air quality and noise impacts of the project are summarized in Sections 3.2.6 and 
3.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. All of those impacts are mitigated, and none are considered 
significant. With respect to potential health impacts, please see Common Response – Health 
Risks. With respect to potential impacts to property values, please see Common Response – 
Compensation for Property Acquisition.  

Comment CG3-4 

All of the build alternatives are anticipated to reduce, but not eliminate, congestion in the I-405 
corridor in Costa Mesa (see Draft EIR/EIS Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13). The 
benefits to congestion vary among the build alternatives, which are summarized in the Draft 
EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.6-4 through 3.1.6-8 and 3.1.6-12 through 3.1.6-14. The existing HOV lane 
is being incorporated into the proposed Express Lanes in Alternative 3, as explained in Common 
Response – Opposition to Tolling.  
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Comment CG3-5 

Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road 
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Response – Replacement of Fairview 
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes. If Alternative 3 is identified as the 
Preferred Alternative, either the design in the Draft EIR/EIS that requires replacement of the 
Fairview Road Overcrossing or a design option that avoids that replacement would be identified 
as part of the Preferred Alternative.  

Comment CG3-6 

The proposed Express Lanes transition along I-405 would match the existing freeway grade. The 
treatment for the transition from Express to HOV and conversely from HOV to Express is 
proposed to occur within existing State ROW (see Draft EIR/EIS Appendix P, Project Plans) The 
preliminary plans for the I-405 and SR-73 Express Lane direct connector are also provided in 
Draft EIR/EIS Appendix P.  

Comment CG3-7 

Additional ROW would be acquired for all of the build alternatives. Some additional ROW 
would be required for Alternative 3, including some additional ROW in Costa Mesa; however, 
no additional ROW would be required in association with the Express Lane direct connector to 
SR-73 or the transition area between the proposed Express Lanes and existing HOV lanes in 
Costa Mesa.  

Comment CG3-8 

Please see Response to Comment CG3-1. 

Response to Comment Letter CG4 

Comment CG4-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Rossmoor Homeowners Association for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. Your comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be 
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Please see Common Responses – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line, 
Air Quality, and Health Risks. 

Comment CG4-2 

Hopkinson Elementary School was considered in the Draft EIR/EIS, as applicable. Hopkinson 
Elementary School was evaluated as a potential Section 4(f) resource and is shown in Table 2 
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and Figure 2 of Appendix B as it relates to Section 4(f). Hopkinson Elementary School is also 
shown as Number 32 in Figure 3.1.1-4 in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluated 
sensitive air quality receptors within 500 ft of the centerline, and no significant air quality effects 
on any sensitive receptor were identified. Hopkinson Elementary school is located more than 500 
ft from the centerline (see Figure 3.2.6-3); therefore, no substantial project-related effects on air 
quality at Hopkinson Elementary School are anticipated. Additionally, the nearest representative 
noise receptors (i.e., R6.48, R6.49, R6.50, R6.51, and R6.52) are shown in L-26 in Appendix N5, 
which are protected by 14- to 16-ft-high soundwalls. As shown in Appendix N1 (Table G-18, 
page G-80), there is no change in dBA between existing and future build noise levels for the 
Preferred Alternative at R6.48 – R6.51. At R6.52, there is a reduction of 4 dBA between the 
existing and design year noise level for all of the build alternatives. Hopkinson Elementary 
School is located approximately 275 ft and two rows of houses farther east than R6.48 and 
R6.53. No project-related increases in noise at Hopkinson Elementary School are anticipated. 

Comment CG4-3 

The Air Quality Technical Report was prepared in accordance with FHWA and Caltrans policy 
and guidance. As discussed in Section 3.2.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, the project is a Project of Air 
Quality Concern (POAQC) and requires PM10 and/or PM2.5 hot-spot analysis based on 40 CFR 
93.116 and 93.123, and EPA’s Hot Spot Guidance. Interagency consultation concurred with this 
determination on January 25, 2011. Pursuant to Federal Conformity Regulations (specifically, 40 
CFR 93.105 [c] [1][i]), a qualitative analysis of the localized PM emissions was conducted. 
Based on the detailed PM hot-spot analysis, which is consistent with 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 
and EPA’s hot-spot guidance, none of the proposed build alternatives would cause or contribute 
to, or worsen, any new localized violation of PM10 and/or PM2.5 standards. 

The air quality analysis addressed exposure to MSATs, including diesel exhaust. Other MSATs 
addressed in the analysis included acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butidiene, formaldehyde, naphthalene, 
and polycyclic organic matter. The detailed analysis estimated MSAT exposure based on vehicle 
speeds and EMFAC2011 emission factors. MSATs have the greatest potential to affect the health 
of residents located adjacent to the project. Although the various alternatives would place travel 
lanes closer to some residences, it is anticipated that MSAT exposure, including DPM, would be 
less than existing conditions. MSAT emissions are likely lower than existing levels in the design 
year as a result of EPA's and California’s control programs that are projected to further reduce 
MSAT emissions. As such, the corridor communities would be exposed to less MSAT emissions 
under the Preferred Alternative. Please see Common Response – Health Risks. 

Overall, diesel engine emissions are responsible for most of California's estimated cancer risk 
attributable to air pollution. In addition, DPM is a significant fraction of California’s particulate 
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pollution problem. Assessments by CARB and EPA estimate that DPM annually contributes to 
approximately 3,500 premature respiratory and cardiovascular deaths and thousands of hospital 
admissions, asthma attacks, and other respiratory symptoms. CARB has found that DPM 
contributes more than 70 percent of the known risk from air toxics and poses the greatest cancer 
risks among all identified air toxics. None of the build alternatives would increase the percentage 
of trucks in the fleet mix, and all would improve vehicle speeds in the project area. DPM 
emissions would likely be less than future no-build emissions for all of the build alternatives. 
The build alternatives would not result in adverse effects associated with increased DPM. 

The air quality analysis was based on traffic conditions forecast in the Traffic Study, which 
shows congested conditions in the Rossmoor area. Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13 
of the Draft EIR/EIS show that the segment of I-405 from SR-22 East to I-605 is anticipated to 
be congested to varying degrees under all of the build alternatives. Noise in the Rossmoor area is 
fully considered in the Noise Study Report and presented in Section 3.2.7, Noise. See also 
Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis. 

As described in Section 3.2.6, corridor emissions, including MSATs associated with the 
Preferred Alternative, would be less than the future No Build Alternative. See Common 
Responses – Air Quality and Health Risks. 

Comment CG4-4 

Please see Response to Comment CG4-3. 

Comment CG4-5 

Either one or two lanes would be added to I-405 northbound under the build alternatives. The 
lane included in all of the build alternatives would provide a second full northbound lane onto 
I-605. The second lane (included only in Alternative 2) would provide a second full northbound 
lane onto SR-22 West. For analysis of the potential for a disruption in traffic flow in this area, 
please see Common Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.  

Dropping the additional GP lane in Alternatives 1 and 3 upstream of I-605 would create a 
chokepoint at the drop location because there would be no roadway to receive the lane’s traffic. 
Carrying that lane to I-605 and providing a full two-lane exit at the beginning of I-605 provides a 
location for ending the lane that has the capacity to receive the lane’s traffic. Consideration was 
given to dropping the second additional lane included in Alternative 2 just south of SR-22, but 
this was rejected due to the level of congestion such a bottleneck would create. Carrying the 
second lane to the SR-22 West exit ramp provides a location for ending the lane that has the 
capacity to receive the lane’s traffic.  
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Comment CG4-6 

Outreach to the Community of Rossmoor included a scoping meeting in fall 2009, a mailing to a 
0.25-mile radius of I-405 in May 2012, and a public hearing in June 2012 during the circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Banners regarding the public hearing in June 2012 were posted at the 
entrances to the Rossmoor community on St. Cloud and Bradbury, and advertisements were 
placed in the following newspapers prior to the Rossmoor public hearing at Rush Park: 

• OC Register: May 18 and June 1, 2, 8, 9, and 11, 2012 
• Daily Pilot: May 30, June 1, and June 3, 2012 
• Huntington Beach Independent: May 31 and June 7, 2012 
• Westminster Herald: May 31 and June 7, 2012 
• Nguoi Viet News: May 18, 2012 
• Long Beach Press Telegram: May 18, 2012 
• Excelsior: May 18, 2012 

Five e-blasts were also sent to any Rossmoor residents on the project’s database. 

Response to Comment Letter CG5 

Comment CG5-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Sierra Club for participating in the environmental process for the 
I-405 Improvement Project. Your comments were considered during identification of the 
Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address 
provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common 
Response – Preferred Alternative Identification. 

The proposed project would not remove the freeway or the proposed Express Lanes in 
Alternative 3 from public ownership. Carpooling would still be encouraged in the proposed 
Express Lanes because carpools meeting the occupancy requirement would use the Express 
Lanes free or for a discounted toll. Please see Common Response – Opposition to Tolling.  

Air quality is improved under Alternative 3 compared to the no-build condition, as disclosed in 
Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see Common Responses – Air Quality and Health 
Risks. 

Comment CG5-2 

Air quality is improved under Alternative 3 compared to the no-build condition, as disclosed in 
Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. For most Californian’s, congestion and reduced travel times 
have a large effect on the quality of life. Travel times improve for all drivers under all of the 
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build alternatives compared to the no-build condition. Under Alternative 3, users who choose to 
pay a toll to use the Express Lanes could substantially reduce travel times, as shown in Table 
3.1.6-7 in Section 3.1.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

Comment CG5-3 

Please see Common Response – Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives. 

Response to Comment Letter CG6 

Comment CG6-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank the Transit Advocates of Orange County for participating in the 
environmental process for the I-405 Improvement Project. Your comments were considered 
during identification of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be 
notified at the address provided in your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Comment CG6-2 

The May 2012 Draft EIR/EIS, including specialized technical studies, presents a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential temporary and permanent environmental effects of the proposed build 
alternatives on the environment, including your interests in Section 3.1.6, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, and Section 3.1.4.3, Environmental Justice. No 
protected environmental justice populations are found to be disproportionately adversely affected 
by the project. Bike and pedestrian facilities included in the build alternatives represent an 
improvement over the No Build Alternative. Bike and pedestrian facilities provided by the build 
alternatives are summarized in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 3.1.6-103 as compared to the No Build 
Alternative summarized on page 3.1.6-34. The analysis of impacts discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS or as revised/updated in the Final EIR/EIS related to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS is 
accurate. 

Comment CG6-3 

Pedestrian facilities were considered at these locations. Providing sidewalks on the west side of 
Harbor Boulevard and east side of Edinger Avenue is not included in the project due to existing 
and proposed ramp geometry at these locations. No work is proposed on Euclid Street beneath 
the I-405 undercrossing bridge. Along the west side of Bolsa Chica Road, the road abuts the 
Bolsa Chica Channel for several miles, and there are no land uses with pedestrian access. 
Similarly, along the east side of Seal Beach Boulevard, the road abuts the NAVWPNSTA Seal 
Beach to which there is no pedestrian access. Where feasible, pedestrian facilities have been 
included in the project. 
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No permanent impacts on pedestrian or bicycle facilities were identified in the Draft EIR/EIS, 
and no additional pedestrian or bicycle facility mitigation was considered in the Final EIR/EIS. 
The build alternatives would improve (i.e., accommodate) planned facilities or maintain (i.e., 
include) existing facilities in the project design. Bullets 1 through 3 in the comment are 
addressed through Caltrans policy and guidance related to signal timing. This ensures that 
pedestrians are given enough green time to safely cross the street. With respect to “safe routes to 
school analysis,” temporary impacts resulting from closures or constraints would be addressed 
within the Final TMP. As described in Section 2.1.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final TMP will be 
prepared during the plans, specifications, and estimate (PS&E) phase, which will require 
minimization of construction-related effects on traffic and circulation/pedestrian and bicyclists 
by applying a variety of techniques, including public information, motorist information, incident 
management, construction strategies, demand management, and alternate route strategies. During 
the course of project construction, the Traffic Management Team will observe traffic/pedestrian 
conditions and make recommendations to the Resident Engineer concerning any changes that 
need to be made to construction traffic management. The TMP Coordinator will work closely 
with the Traffic Management Team to develop timely recommendations to address traffic-related 
effects on traffic and circulation/pedestrians and bicyclists, including coordination with schools, 
in developing alternative routes, as necessary.  

Comment CG6-4 

No permanent impacts to bus service are anticipated other than relocation of the bus stop cited in 
the comment and one potential bus stop relocation along northbound Goldenwest Street at Bolsa 
Avenue from a near-side to a far-side stop. Arterial improvements included in the project along 
major arterials in the vicinity of I-405 should improve arterial flow, thereby providing a benefit 
to transit route service. A complete listing of arterial improvements included in the project is 
provided in the Draft EIR/EIS on pages 3.1.6-36 and 3.1.6-108.  

Comment CG6-5 

The bus stop on Ellis Street near the OCSD driveway would be relocated. The bus stop on 
northbound Goldenwest Street near Bolsa Avenue may be relocated from a near-side stop to a 
far-side stop. No other permanent impacts to bus stop locations are anticipated. There would be 
temporary impacts to bus stops during construction that would be identified for each stage of 
construction and addressed in the Final TMP on a case-by-case basis. A bus stop inventory was 
not completed. 

Comment CG6-6 

The significant impacts identified are primarily associated with construction detours and/or 
closures required to accommodate construction of the build alternatives and provide and ensure 
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the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. The Final TMP will avoid and minimize construction-
related effects on traffic and circulation, pedestrians, and cyclists; however, as noted in the 
comment, routes could be longer and/or take more time and cannot be fully mitigated. No 
additional measures beyond those proposed in Chapter 3 and Section 4.2.8 are being considered.  

Comment CG6-7 

The proposed project is a Caltrans/OCTA transportation project similar to the WCC Project, and 
it is reasonable to believe that the Final TMP would be something similar. OCTA is committed 
to early and adequate notification to inform the public and address mobility needs of all 
motorized and nonmotorized traffic potentially affected by the project. With the exception of 
relocating one bus stop, no other direct permanent effects on bus routes are anticipated; however, 
it should be noted that project improvements should enhance circulation on adjacent local 
arterials, ultimately enhancing transit reliability. 

Comment CG6-8 

OCTA is committed to early and adequate notification to inform the public and address mobility 
needs of all motorized and nonmotorized traffic potentially affected by the project. Please also 
see Response to Comment CG6-3.  

Comment CG6-9 

The conceptual Draft TMP, developed as part of this phase of the project, focuses on a broader 
scope. During the next phase of the project (design phase), a Final TMP report that includes 
traffic studies at local street intersections and improvements for emergency vehicles and more 
specific detours would be closely coordinated with the various cities and commercial businesses 
that line the I-405 corridor. In addition to the aforementioned improvements, maps that show 
current bus facilities and bike and pedestrian routes, in addition to bus stop closures, would be 
developed during the design phase. The Final TMP report would require that existing levels of 
pedestrian and bicycle access be maintained and at a minimum on one side of the street through 
the construction limits at all times during construction. The budget to address the impacts is 
included in the TMP Data Sheets as Alternate Route Strategies. 

Comment CG6-10 

Please see Response to Comment CG6-9. 

Comment CG6-11 

The impacts identified as significant in Section 4.2.3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS are cumulative 
impacts. In the case of each of the build alternatives, the section concludes that the contribution 
of the build alternatives to the cumulative impact is less than significant. For example, the last 
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sentence on page 4-25 says, “Therefore, the contribution of Alternative 1 to the cumulative 
impact on the freeway mainline is less than significant.” Similar statements are provided for all 
components of all of the build alternatives, with the result that no mitigation is required.  

Comment CG6-12 

The impacts described are temporary and, subsequent to construction, would at a minimum be 
the same as before construction and in some cases enhanced. Where feasible, pedestrian facilities 
have been included in the project. Pedestrian facilities along both sides of the street are proposed 
for 12 of the 17 arterials crossing I-405 that do not currently have pedestrian facilities on both 
sides of the arterial at the crossing or on the approaches to the crossing (see Draft EIR/EIS, page 
3.1.6-103). The existing pedestrian crossing of I-405 at Heil Avenue would be replaced by the 
proposed project with a longer pedestrian bridge meeting current ADA standards. The current 
pedestrian crossing would remain open for use until the new bridge is constructed. 

The existing Class 1 bicycle facilities along the east bank of the Santa Ana River and along the 
San Gabriel River, as well as the six existing Class 2 bicycle facilities, would be retained under 
all of the build alternatives. Bicycle facilities in the project corridor planned by municipalities, 
but not currently existing, include Class 2 bikeways along the following arterials crossing I-405: 

• McFadden Avenue 
• Edinger Avenue 

• Newland Street 
• Westminster Avenue 
• Bolsa Chica Road 

All three build alternatives would provide pavement to accommodate standard Class 2 bikeways 
on all of the above-mentioned arterials. Pavement striping for the purposes of bike lanes along 
these arterials within the project limits would not occur as part of the proposed project; however, 
it would occur when the municipalities implement longer continuous segments of the planned 
Class 2 bikeways. 

Except for the potential relocation of two bus stops, no permanent deterioration of transit service 
has been identified as a result of the proposed project. Improvements to transit bus travel time 
may occur along arterials improved as part of the interchange and overcrossing improvements 
included in the build alternatives.  

Comment CG6-13 

The Community Character and Cohesion section of the Draft EIR/EIS looks at the impacts of the 
project as it relates to the various communities, generally referred to as the corridor cities. The 
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impacts described would affect all who reside and transit the area equally. For example, if a 
person resides between toll Express Lane Facility access points in Alternative 3, they would have 
the same routes available to them whether they drive their own car or take the bus. Subsequent to 
construction, pedestrian and bicycle facilities will be enhanced within the project area. Please 
also see Response to Comment GC7-12. The project has incorporated all feasible avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures and would not result in disproportionate adverse 
effects on low-income and/or minority populations. Please see also Response to Comment 
CG6-16.  

Comment CG6-14 

The proposed project does not physically divide an established community. I-405 is an existing 
barrier separating the communities on the east and west sides of I-405. Although access may be 
temporarily rerouted, which will result in additional travel times and distances, subsequent to 
construction, access to and from the communities from I-405 and within the improved areas 
(e.g., new overcrossings, ramps, ramp intersection) will be improved for all users.  

Comment CG6-15 

The build alternatives improve both mobility and throughput compared to the No Build 
Alternative (see Final EIR/EIS, Section 3.1.6) and do not decrease safety or performance of 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. During construction, public transit and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities could be disrupted by construction. As required by the TMP, alternative 
bicycle and pedestrian paths would be provided in adjacent areas to the maximum extent 
practicable. Pedestrian and bicycle safety will be a top concern in the development of motorized 
and nonmotorized circulation and access within the project area and development of the final 
TMP.  

As discussed in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, subsequent to construction, the build 
alternatives are intended to improve traffic flow, ease congestion, and improve bicycle and 
pedestrian access and safety. The build alternatives include operational improvements on local 
arterials that will enhance transit services and, where feasible, pedestrian facilities have been 
included in the project. Pedestrian facilities will be added at 12 of the 17 arterials crossing I-405 
that do not currently have pedestrian facilities on both sides of the arterial at the crossing or on 
the approaches to the crossing. Additionally, the existing pedestrian crossing of I-405 at Heil 
Avenue would be replaced by the proposed project with a longer pedestrian bridge meeting 
current ADA standards.  
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The consistency of the proposed build alternatives with State, regional, and local plans and 
programs is discussed in Table 3.1.1-1 in the Final EIR/EIS. No new analysis or mitigation is 
required.  

Comment CG6-16 

Caltrans is committed to fair and equitable treatment of all groups of population, including 
environmental justice and other disadvantaged groups. As stated in the Title VI policy Statement 
in Appendix C, “The California Department of Transportation under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and related statutes, ensures that no person in the State of California shall, on the 
grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, or age, be excluded from participation, be 
denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
it administers.” All groups of population, including environmental justice and other 
disadvantaged groups within the project area, either traveling by car or bus on the freeway or 
arterials or walking or biking, will likely be affected by construction impacts. The commenter 
does not recommend any mitigation measures for further consideration. All measures to avoid, 
minimize, and/or mitigate project effects are described in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
The conclusion in this Final EIR/EIS is that the proposed project alternatives would not cause 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations, as 
demonstrated by the analysis.  

While BRT and LRT alternatives were removed from further consideration as noted in the 
comment, OCTA’s planning process is still available to enhance bus service along the I-405 
corridor. The availability of the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 would provide a more reliable 
travel time that may encourage OCTA and other providers to provide additional transit service 
along I-405.  

Comment CG6-17 

Measure COM-3 will not be modified to include the first week of school or finals week. It should 
be noted that this measure addresses the freeway ramps and would not affect bicycle or 
pedestrian users. The final TMP will identify detours for bus traffic, which will be provided to 
the schools.  

Comment CG6-18 

Per the SCE emergency planning Web site, mandatory evacuations during an emergency at 
SONGS is for the communities within 10 miles of the plant. Should evacuation be necessary, I-5 
and Pacific Coast Highway provide the major evacuation routes. Traffic will be heavily 
controlled on surface streets leading to I-5 and at all highway on-ramps. Northbound traffic will 
be stopped at SR-78 in Oceanside, and southbound traffic will be stopped at the I-5/I-405 
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interchange. Primary evacuation routes can be reviewed at http://san-clemente.org/sc/Inf/ 
EmergencyPlan/EvacRoutesReceptionCenters/evac.jpg.  

Comment CG6-19 

The Orange County Sherriff‘s Department provides transit police services for OCTA.  

Comment CG6-20 

Consideration of BRT and LRT in the I-405 corridor is included in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 
2.2.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration. LRT was considered 
in four such alternatives, and BRT was considered in two such alternatives. Each of these 
alternatives was eliminated for the reasons cited in the section. See Common Response – 
Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives.  

Comment CG6-21 

Transit alternatives were properly analyzed, and the reasons for elimination of alternatives are 
provided in Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. See also Common Response – Elimination of 
LRT and BRT Alternatives. The TSM/TDM Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of 
the project, as described in Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. TSM/TDM elements are included 
in each of the build alternatives. It is unclear from the comment what transit and environmental 
justice impacts the commenter feels were not analyzed, but the project benefits transit by 
providing arterial and freeway improvements available to transit vehicles, and no impacts to 
protected environmental justice populations were found. Environmental justice is covered in 
Section 3.1.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. No protected populations were found to be 
disproportionately adversely affected by any of the proposed build alternatives.  

Comment CG6-22 

There are no significant impacts to bus, bike, and pedestrian facilities or users as noted in 
Response to Comment CG6-12. There are no significant impacts to the two freight railroads in 
the corridor.  

Excess toll revenues (i.e., net revenues after all operating, maintenance, capital, debt service, and 
other expenditures) from the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 would be available for OCTA to 
expend on transportation improvements in the I-405 corridor, including freeway, local street, 
transit, TSM/TDM, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and services consistent with the provisions 
of the California Streets and Highways Code Section 143 (j)(1). If Alternative 3 becomes the 
Preferred Alternative, the OCTA Board would adopt a policy regarding the use of net revenues. 
See Response to Comment CG2-5 and Common Response – Measure M Funding. 

http://san-clemente.org/sc/Inf/EmergencyPlan/EvacRoutesReceptionCenters/evac.jpg
http://san-clemente.org/sc/Inf/EmergencyPlan/EvacRoutesReceptionCenters/evac.jpg
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Comment CG6-23 

Determining the potential amount of excess revenues and their potential uses is highly 
speculative and not an integral part of the proposed project. See Response to Comment CG6-22.  

Comment CG6-24 

Please see Responses to Comments CG6-3 through CG6-10. 

Comment CG6-25 

Please see Responses to Comments CG6-3 through CG6-10. 

Comment CG6-26 

Please see Response to Comment CG6-16. 

Comment CG6-27 

Please see Responses to Comments CG6-9 and CG6-10. 

Comment CG6-28 

Please see Response to Comment CG6-20. 

Comment CG6-29 

Please see Response to Comment CG6-22. 
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